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A model o^ generation of initial trusting 
attitudes toirard groups by Iwdividuais who were not members of those 
groups was developed from the* literature on interpersonal trust, Ihe 
model- proposed that perceptions of situational threat tfould be ^ 
precondition^ to the saliency of trust as a concept. Given that trust 
was a salien# concept #^ the model predicted that competence, . 
\ aoti-vation, and Openness ^ould serve as independent "deterfflinants of \ 
\ trusting attitudas, A test of the^model involving 319 college 
Wudents provided support for the models Under conditions of high, 
t^rfat, each of the three factors predicted variation in trusting 
attitudes and no significant interaction ieffects wata Qbserved. Under 
conditions of low threat, manipulation of the three variables made no 
difference in determining trusting attitudes* The findings show that 
initial , trust of groups in threatening situations can be pradlcted 
from .jierceptidhs of competence, motivation, and openness, (PL) 
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While being* chM^aGta^izaa^^ a ''slippery" and "alualve'' by ipra 
writaTp iimBt^has long been eonaiderad w Important component of dntei^erf ^ 



S€Ml eommitoication^ ^plGal studlrfa^ of trust in aomnunloatlon have related 
truat to oQoperatlTO behmvior^ to eredibllity, to fi*oup precesa^ to self* 
'dlp^oatire^^ ^d to the development of heal^ttiy^atlonfhlpa,^ 



:1l|beeleea has oharacttrlzed reeeareh on trust aa foouaing on one of. 



three areas* (l) risky sltuatlonaj (2) depend|nt or rlsty behaviora, or 
(3) favorable perceptions of others* llttd^le eash of these dliaenslohs '^lai- 
doubtedly plays ' a role in ttie process of developing mi maintaining inter- 
personid trusty e^aetly ho# each role is played out has been more difficult 



to dete 




fo models of interpersonal trust have attempted to togs tie with that 

- " 8 ' 

problem* Ihe first models by^Kee and Knox, begins mth Uie general notion 
of "previous e^eriehoe : " i.toat Is^ a person (P)'s expepienoe with another 
(0) ^11 dictate ^itial levels. trust* If there is^ no previous e^er-- 
lence^ situational factors Oe,g*^ incentive, power^ cKaraeteristlcs of 0) 
and dispositional factors (e*g., P's personality and generalized leyel&,g^^ 
of trust ), will control Initial perceptions, Ihese tw^^actors may also 
influence the effects of personal e^erlence* ThB initial 'perception'^ is 
then moderated by perceptions of 0*s motlTOS and/or O's conpetence within 
the situation. If . these are foimd to be favorable, subjective trust is^ ' • 
^Uianced, which, In turn, leads to tri^ behavior. . / 
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Tik miij^B by Pearce^ npdlfte4 the Ka't Itopx modal, to fit 

•toe liitei^raOT eomimlcatlpo situation. Begliming with the aasumption ^ 
-khat situational factors dictate whan trust ia a salient oaiees^-Pearctl 
epntwded that thtse factors ^ (l) contingency, or a degree of "tjsklnits" 
ttat is ^^esent or perceived, C2) predictatbllity, ^e degree to whleh^ 
P is certata :^at 0 irtU or will not .take a^^mntabe of P's tmistlng behavi|Dri 
and (3) /aitematlve options or the ability of P to disceni tlmt both trust 
md iu^lclbn^are poseib behavioral choices Wit the aitUmtl^V Kie.' V 
pre^ctablllty factor seems to audomrt for bo-ttt of Kee «id Kiox's "past , ^ 
experience" and "dispositional"- factprs, Pearce proceeded to.^add peraep- 
tlpna of 0 aa.toiowledgeable, \|ampetent and well- totentloned as precmidltlons 
to wh^t he called a "copiitlve state of trust J' a© description of this 
state is similar to what we shall call a "trusting attitude." Pearce noted 
^at people do not ^w^s behaire in accordance with their attitudes and 
dontended that trusting behavior woi^d not ^be a result of a cognitive state 
of tAst* . . . . 

"^Vltoile these models and supjportang researoh seem to indicate that a 
trusilng attitude and trusting behavior eato be dlstlngulshea In Inte personal 
relationships, alTOst no attention has been paid to the Issue of whether 
truat cm be exhibited toward entities other than individual parsons, In- 
tuitloh tells us that a trusting attitude can be exhibited toward any pbr 

.... . : . I 

Ject (e*g-i group, orgeml nation or institution) having the^Gapaolty to act^' 
toward 'us, and that lacK of trusting attitudes can lead to distructlve 
actios 1 ^ E^a^les of this phenomenon are mxiy and varied, Unwllllngness^ 
to cooperate with a police officer may be a product of lack of trust for 
police in general., A ca^aign against m oil profits tax on the California 



ballot argufd.that the mama^ MQ\^d be defeated beckuee tha jrehvenui would 
be placed In^tha bwds of ^'Uie bumblers.^, AlmoBt an^ corporate i^^ger 
can recount a stoiy of ,^ a^^eriMnt in particlpati^wdseislon-makijig that , * 
f^led /because- the froup chargedVwlth mklng the decision was not "trusted" 
by the people who would be affected by that decision," ^ 

, The purpose, of tMs\ research was ttim two--fold. First, 'a modlficatlOT 
of eristing modala was md^rtaken to aocomt for the situation In which an 

ln^vidual''s truit of a pwup would be salient i ' Second^ a prelln2.nary "test, 

^ ' . \_ ' " ' ' ^ ' ' ' \- -- « \ 

of .the^ niDdel was COTducted* \ ^ . . ^ • • ' ^ ' 



- for pmposes of parslTOnyj it wlb IsBw^i toat the try^tlng Individuri] 
, (P) hajd no prevlbu^ experienoe with the froup that was the object of truit 
' (G), focus of the models was placed on the development of a trusting ^ 

attitude . toward the group, rather tMn on the exhihition of trusting behavior 

Ifttolle individual dispositions may 4iave m i^act on the degree to which 
any given P ?/lll trust groups in general, these dispOBltions should be disr 
trlbuted normaliy in , the popuiation md should thus have little or no sys- 
tematic Impact pn trusting attitudes, .Dsslpiatlng situatioaal factors which 
mice trusting art titude^ salient is thus^the model's prlinary tasfc* Certainly, 
the situation Bhguld baVa risky one, but ?/hat makes a group risty for 
individual who^ is not a TOmter pf it? General notions of the 'concept of 
risk might lead us to speculate that such a group must have both (l) the 
ability to affect the incjlvi dual either a ^positl^a .or ^a negative fashion 
and (2) that yncertalnty exists as to v/hat effect , the course of the group *s ' 
action will have on the nonmember. riils combination of factors might be 



J 



"potential fosi^threat, !' and, follpwijig Peptfce, it Mght be argued' 
gtrceptlon'Of threat Is a preconditiim for aallenoy of a trusting ai- . 

s 

' Ohoe It beaomta ^i^iiiigful to deva^^' a trusting attitude, three faor 
tors would appear to Influenae .the dlreatiii^/M.d degree that attitude takes. 

»Two of the faotoray con^tAioe and^motlvatldn^, appear In hpth the Kee- * . 

/ ■ : ^■/ , ^' ^: ' ^ ^ ■ - ^ ■■ ' 

'Ri03t Mid Pearoe ^pdele," these two (aotortf^ also appear In Bedding's 

review of trust to the organlMtlf^nal setting ^^^^^^^^ third faotor is toawn 

from the literature on a^lf -dls closure a i^lationship v/ith' trust* If 

opennesa engenders trust in Interpersibnal situations^ H wbid^d seem that . 

a pfoup wMoh both operated openly ^d which waa^open to meleagea f rom non- 

members would would be* affected by ite^ aatlona woiiLd also be lll^ly to en-. 

genaer trust withiji those nanMrnbers. . ' • ' , 



I 



Figurfe ^1 about here 



A ^ictorlallzatlon of the pre.vioiis diseuesion ^pears in Figure 1,, To 
B^ds^^^z&p thejQodel postulfiies that ^threat of BVs, action tgward P la a pre- 
COTidi'tlon to the salience of a trusting attitude of P toward G. Once tha^ 
altitude Is a salient one , its direction and intensity will depend^ on P*s' 
rceplions of G'a competence, motivation and QpenhessJ^^ , > - ■ . 

To test thla mdddlj then, the follo?/ing research h^btheaes we|e for- 
ated: ' " , " ' ' ■ 

I ' IMder conditions of hifh perceived thread, there will^ be significant 
main effects on trusting attitudes for levels of competence, motlva* 



tloQ and opeflaesa. 



^1 ttader condltl(ms 0f low ^rcaiited' thre theaj^^ill no slgMf j^wit ^ 
main efftota oii trusting attitudes for.Xeveis of cQkpatence, i4tivatlon 



jud op€mi6SS* , V , 



Subjeots - Sub jeats were 319 students to^lled to Ipwer 'Bvlslpn spetoh 
30imimlcatlon alassasrat > ■ ^^ - v. - ^ ^' y^^ ^ ^'^^I'l" ' ^ G^sas 
jiaed.ln the ^etudy satisl^ geMral edua^tlon.re^^ thus emboli a 

wide vvi^ty^pf students^ Subjaats were ran^oiriy assigned t<^ one of^ sixteen 
ireatment conditions.^ * ' ' ^ ^ — 

tTreatment - Each of the four Indepefldent variables^ "threat^ co^etence^ 
fflotivation' an^ opennes|> i^re divided into' high .tod low oondltlms. A elt- 
uation^was Qonsttuated whldfi stipulated that the subject was; to t^e the 
perraeo^tlve of an employee ^th three yeare^-aenlDrlty in a corporation mder- 
go^^ flnanoiiL\difflG\J.tleB, Thm president of the corporation had just 
appolQ±a44 i^omdttee to ^Investigate the difficulties From that pi^mse>\, 
the subject wal presented with one of sixteen different descriptors of the ' 
coimlttee, / ; V ' ' ' 

■Ihreat was inmipulated by varying the president ^s^ charge to the com- 
mittee, to the high threat oondl^lon^ the. conmlttee was inatruoted both to 
lay off employees and to deoide which employees would be teirolnated.. Tn the 

low threat 'condition, the committee \mB instructed to make recommendations 

^ ^ . ■ ' 

about economies but Was specifically forbidden from recommending lay-offs. 

Competence was manipulated at the perceptual level. In both conditions, 

the subject's superjnsor mado. a statemont about the .eorapotence of the com- ' ' 



Mtta©, whl^, aaeordlnf to the oaie, :^m 'Bv^QTdl!rie.tk had taken to hfeart. 



^ toe highrQOflp^tena© oonditloni ai^endaor remarked that, the fiim 

inoa eondi t 
?le for the 



hast people ; for the job had heen pldsed, an^ in the low 'ooiDpetenGe condition^ 



the Bu^rvLBQT had labeled; the oomrittee aa the five worst peop3 

Ifctlvation was^ralao mnlpylattd , at the peraeptual level. In* th^ posLti,v^i 
^tlvatlOT conditloni' the; oasfe stipi^ated that the subJeGt had peroelved . m: 
'fie members of , the, oo^Tttee to b% exceptionally' oonmltted to the good of . . 
ie ^ompany* Eh^the negative motlvatldn vconditidn^ the material indlpated * 

ihat the >^^jeot peraetYed the coEmlttee's Ambers to be pi^suing 'Individual 

' \ ! ^ , . " - h ^ ^ 

Interests and to ha^ "pet" subordinates, * 



^enness was manipulatpd through the aetlone of the committee , -Jthe 

. . . ii: ' • > ^ ' . . . . ^ ^ 

open condition, the loranlttee' had dommunloated its progress to nonmembefs^ 
via regular bulletins and in3tltuted*procedureB to insure tha^it received 
suggestions from the rest of the organization. In the olosed eondi tlonL the 



groy^ maintained se ore cy- about i^^^rogress, and rumbrs^ were ^ the only avail- 
able source of information. ^' ^ 

- ^ ^ , , f . : . ' ^ * ^ ■ ^ '^^^ ^ / 

Each ©f 'the ms^i^ulatioAs bad been tested on a pilot sair^l dravm from 
the same population as had 'tl^ eventual ^subjeots. Based on .oonments dram 
from the^ pilot studyj inltj^ip^af ts of the treatrents'v/ere revised bdth 
to heighten differences and inQrease plausability^ especially in-=€ltuations ^ 



where manipulations were not 
Procedures - Each subjel 



ponsi stent wlfh one another^ 



1r 



t received a booklet contalnihg/Gase materials; 



a measure of trusty and. scalis desj^gnfd to check manlpulatlo^^ Subjects 

were informed that the studyfB purpose was to determine sode effects of 

^ - y' / i ^y ^ 

"group process" in organir.atlons and that the case nmteriais varied froia 



V 



6' 



ii^Jeot to subjeot. After lubjeats ooi^leted.tbe; Iteos, *Se nat^ bf the 
atudy was 4isQuased and^ qufistlona TOre ai^TOred* • » . V = . ; ; ^t^i * 
The trust loeasure oonsiettd of fdurteea aamantlG dlffarantlal-tro^ 
_^:^teM dfaim |*rom fliffin's ^^at Mffarential* ^ Oi^lglnally^Aftf teen items 



Tiad lien seleotaa. 



but One Jtem was eli^|jiated af ter a .pllot kdrdnlstra- 
tlon to low cp^elation |rlth tot§l SGOi|e . toef f lolent alpha\relElablllty 

i . - - ^ ^ ' ' . ' ■ . ^ ' ■ \ ■ ^ ■ 

was computed to be .^88 Invthe pilot s^ple iand .86 ^ whah the studyx was con- 
^ctedr The items were vaHed direction in or^^'^K^TOid response setting* 

Mtolpu^^itions wiere assessed throi^h^ a ^series of four, q^uestione^ one for 
each of tfie independent var^^Wts. Subjeoti were asked to reapmd^ to^^hese 
queatlons^on .a seven point aeraan^lc-differtntial-type scale mth elther> 
"high." or "poaltlve" at one end' md' "lo^'' or '^negative" at the other endv 

■ , .\ ' ^ RESULTS . ^ 

Jfanlpid.ati'On Checks - To deterndne whe^er' each ^ independent variable 
had bBen perceived as intended^ t-tests were computed between conditions for 
each of the four mlnip^ation Items. In all cases, t values exceeded the 



» 001 'level of si^ificance, 



Table 1 about here 



Table 1 presents inGans and standard deviatii^ns for Mch condition on 
its respective item. Ittshould be noted that, in addition to b'eing different 
from each other, means for all indepGndent" variables except threat were sit- 
uated on the appropria^te side of the scale 's midpoint . » ' 



EKLC 



"^ita af hypotheses - Slriot the thrtat was a^aldered to ba a praaOTdl- 
tlon for hypothesis purpoaasi it wai not Included In the AKOVA^dal. Hathpri 
eaparata .2x2x2 analyaea of varlanee were coriputea for eaoh of the high threat' 
aod low ttoeat oondltlons. v . 



Table 2 about here 



Table 5 presents memp md standard delations on the trust soale for 
ea&h ievel of.tha^three Independent variables in both ^ the high- and low 
threat condltlona/ In. the high ttoeat cohditlon/ all three Independent 

varlable'a produoed signlttaant Mln effeets^(CobpeteaGer/^ 20*849, p ^ 

2 2 
.001, eta ^ ,34| Motivation: 9,193i p.^ .003, ^ta ^ *23j (^ennees: 

2 2 ' 

F - 4.738, p = .031, eta ^ ;16| R - .158). One Interaotlon, competence 

by motivations apprQached slpilfloanoe (p - .066)7 all other Interactions 

were .nonsij^lficant, *rhus, I^othesls 1 was supported. 



In toe. low threat condltioni slgid.flGant main effects were produced 

2 

for Gonjietence and motivation (Competence: F - 20.285 p = ,001, eta - 
.35' Itotivatlon: F ^ 21.553i p ^-001, eta^ = .3^;^ ^ .183)/ No main ' 
effect was observed for openness (F - 1*206^ p .274^, power - .70 for small 
effects md .99 f^^ ^iedlim an4 large effects). The coi^etence by opermess ^ 
interaction approached significance^ and no other significant interactions 
were observed. " ' * ^ = . 

^Recallj however^ that subjects consistently distorted their perceptlone . 
of threat as compared to thdlr perGeptions of the o€her Indeaendpnt vari- 
ablest ? Thus, a better test of Hjpothes^s 2 woiild have been provided by 



■ aaca^iiing only those subjects pereeived tJbe th^ intended, 
^belt eelecting oray thosd subjtpts ohec^^ positions from the ^ml^oint to i; . 
th©^ low end of the ac^e eliminated all butfthlrty-^iva l^idivldualSi^ that 
nmtoer was atlll s\tffieiint for ioruttlid^iHf ef^^^ ^ \ ' ' . J , 



^ble 3, about here - . % 



Table 3 lists toms md atandard delations on the trust 'scale pro^ 
duced by ttds. ^re selective group" for tach Indapendent variable. Analysis 
of varlMoe results indiaated that no slpilf leant main effects were gener- 
ated (Co^tencei F " 2.608^ p ^ ,ll6j totivatloni F - .606, p ^ .442j C^en- 
Mss: F - *137/ p - .714j power for all tests ^ .21 for small effectSj, .83 
for medium effects and .99 for large ef^eets), ^Uaing tMs second anguLysiSi 
tMen, I^othesis .2 was supported. . 

■ " ■ ' ^ DISCUSSION 

A TOdel of the generation of initial trusti^ attitudes toward 'groups 

by individuals who wer6 not members of those groups was deTOloped out of 

the literati^e on intarpersonal trust, ^e model proposed that perceptions 

of ^tuational ttireat would be preconditions to the saliency of trust as a 

concept. Given that ti'ust was a salient concept, the model predicted that 

competence/ motivation and openness would serve as independent .4© tennlnanjs 
" / ' ) . . ' ; 

or trusting attltudeo, ■ 

->» ' 

'Evidence from a test of the model provided support for its structure. 
Under conditions of high tteeat, each of the three factors predicted var- 
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iation in tiniitlng attltu^ts, no eieilflotot ^ntiTaction^ ' 
©bitrved. H^ddr omdlttoni 6f low threat ( employing oif^* those subjects ' 
itoo peroeived the situatlOT aaQurately ), inanlpulatton^^^^^hree Indepin- 
danj/variablea aa^e no^f^^ in deteradhlni tMstirig ^Mtu^e^ 

i ; /^^flMle theie results are enGouragl^j they also point to ttieoretlcal 
waaiiiess0S whleh need to he ,deyelQpe4 and atrenfthened tteough furtoer 
research. IHesea weaknesses and^ their accOT^sanylnf .dlteotlons for re* 
search will be discussed In the parap»aphs wWLch follow, ' \ ' ^ 

Hrst^ 4 clarification of the concept, of situational ttoeat seems to 
/he in order. In the preaent study^ high threat waS' opera tlpnall zed by the 
p^v^^B ability to affect the eubject In a negative manner and by uncertato- ' 
^ as to how that power would be used*; I^w threat, on the other hand,^ was 
opera tionali zed by withhQlding frra the group ^ the power to lay off the sub- 
Ject and by stlp^ating thkt this' lack of 'power wai a certainty. Yet, mst 
of, the subjects in the, low threat condition pereelYed the sitmtlon as being' 
-pOToewhatX threatening, ( even if the level of threat was not up to those of the 
Mgh thre^ condition, Kiere are at leas%^ three e^lainatlons for such dls- 
tortlon. Fdrst> subjects in the lo?/ threat condition. may have perceived that 
.trust was -^e dependent varlAle, and si^ce tri^^t^ co^d not be ^salient with- 
out some fom of threat, the situation was distorted 'to provide tMt threat. 
.Second, lrregardles|^of the presence of trnst as a dependent variable, sub- 
'J.ects niay h^^ perceived^ some other f oi^* of threat In the si^le existence 
^of a coMnlttee wUch is designed to investigate a matter of potential nega- 
tive l^act on bdth^ the organlzatiofi and on the- subject, ^nilrd, the con-\ 
ceptlon of threat as consisting of power and uncertainty over how that 
•power will bemused may be inadequate. Other factors may contribute to the 



ff 
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'to the perception of a situation as being threatening, and . contlnulnf re- 
"aearch might fociMlta efforta on elaborating the preGondltlons for threat- 
ening sltuBtions., 

' A sec^ oautlonaiy note eaierging from these data Is that the model's 
utility may lie only in the prediction of irf.tial trusting attitudes. . 
■mese attitudes are certainly subject to modification as interaction between 
person and group proceeds, and certain clues in the data support Indications 
that the independence of the factors from each other may not hold, beyond 
Initial impressions. For example, when perceptions of the degree of threat 
werl lowered somewhat, opermess dropped out as an independent variable, with 
aome Indioation ^p<.10) being present that it Interacted with competence 
Instead. There -vad also a nonsignificant (pC,10) trend toward axi Inter- 
action between competence and motivation in the'' high threat condition. 

Some pmctlcal evidence of how trusting attltudea can be modified trffougli 
iiiteracHun can Lc roiind In the regu^iatiun by Lkjii^jreSB of th« O.i.A. Kor 
mny yeara, the C.i.A. was perceived as- a lagiay cumpetenL grwup uf indi- 
viduals who were working "for the good of the country," As a resul^t, trusting 

tttLUuJ.S W.^. u,,i...c.,L, und U.e U 1 A srgi^u^nt that IL owuld uu L v^.y 

opci> about, ltd ..p^i^Uom, wa„ readily a.cpLeJ. A. « v 1 den,.^ ««u,..uul Led 
LJUhL Ihe C i .A. ...L i..„u^ Ij, 1.. atirteji,^.,. «Hh Ihc UMnrii-eaS aL..uL 

Whal th. ..a r th. .^.u.tlV u.>>„...us i.i.p udcd l^j .h.^luti I.BS U,.^L 

of Li.^ ttu^^'-. Jcii..u.ai.,a i-,rO ^i^ai.c . .nctnana J I. ..t.c.rhU i,- Uf 

laic, .Ue ..^,u^ ht,v. .V.,ait; in u,. Jl.uolL,.. witi 

U.c G 1 A .I..la,lut, LU b. ... i,, tUliu win. Ll.c uw,u.U-,'S pi'iwi-lLl«. Ll.-.n 

pxuauu.lj .1,U. .M.uil'u '-"^^ Uu.l.J and allowed 

tuin. Lw «Q,K iu ic.a ........ . in ia.ait. , U..i., IL 4>iit« U..iy 
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that interaction ajnong the vmrlablea modlfiei trusting attitudes, ^rtth one 
or more of the variables ^ssuming p*eater or lesset importance tW^ others 
' as the iltuation ch^(ges. Research could focus on how the d^TiMdca of in- 
teraction modifies trusting attitudes. 

Finally, despite the fact that theoretical underpinnings of the model 
wero dravm from the literature on interpersonal trust, support for the 

i 

fl»del caimot be generalized to all Interpersonal situations, 'Hie person-. 
n ^ ' 

groijp relationship implied in this model is a complementary one , and so 

* 

the model may also hold for other complementary relationships such as eu- 
perior amd subordinate or teacher and student. let. It makes little con- 
Ceptual $euse tu apply the model *o symmetrical relatiQiisiilps . How^ for 
exajQpla, is the siLuaLloii Ltu^ea Lciiiiig In such rela LluiiBhipa V Wlieii the re- 
latlonatdp is not basefd on a task, how is coinpetenQe assessed? How is one 
Uj dcLermliic the degree tu widoh aiiQ Lher ludividuai Is positively or neg = 

aliVel^ u.wliv.alQa, Qilj what la Ihtz wbJe^L uf Uie mO 1 1 v o L 1 wii / Unl^ OpemiedS 

(in teii^ of wlllinguc^b Lo diw^luLJt; and lo receive disulosuic) seems to 
luaKe ttii^ ^ejiu^e In Ihls ^ILutatluu. Perhapa Initial trusllng attitudes In casual 
A ^ 1 a i 1 ^i, , la L*e I ^ i iUl .1 =4 ..ii'^ ^ di L i'ereii^ ytxL iabi^^ (t^ ^ , 

a I Li L 1 I. u^.^aA i J } SuL. .C4i.^ . L i ii V . ^ I i|ia I 1 ua vvwu 1 j YiP 1 i tu 1 n I i I 

Lii^ ii ^ iiiUJ.t l,,l..iawll w ii* ,.asujl i . 1 ^ I i Vv 1 Li, Ihw 111 

^ . ^ ^ 1 \ . I i ..^ i I U *. i^^ t . , 1 ^ .1 L i ,c I K.i .a 

y^l^.L,^ , .Llvalion ^ .1 ^...a.coj 1,00. ..hui^^^ i^^^ ii.^cinb 1 IHg ij^wu^J wi. .. 

to U»t. tiu.... uT the. f^lwUi^'.. t ww..itl J.. li Iw .uv.iult lA»livlJuul^ i. 
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^11 b© perceived as being highly conrpetent to midertake the task, who will 
be perceived as worMng for the good of the whole rather than for individual 
gaift, and who will be willing to give to send reoeivs from nonmembers infor- 
mation pertinent to the group's progreaa toward a solution. 
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s> FIGUHE 1. 



A Model of Nonmeniber Trust of a Group 



Threatening Situation 



PerceptiOTS ofi 

1%" Competence 

2. Positive Motivation 

3* ^enness* 



Initial Trusting Attitude 
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Ifeans, Standard Deviations, and Case Count 
For ^nlpulation Check Items 



factor Mean " Standard Deviation 



Tbreat f " 

High 2.1585 1.050 

2.6194 1.180 

Conpetence 

Hiib 3.6747 1.562 

Low _^ 4.6013 . 1.5451 

Motivation 

Positive 3.4248 1.880 

Negative - 4.6566 1.556 



(^ennesi 



Open \ , 3.2582 1.700 

Closed 6.1679 1.198 



Scale: 1 high pwdlLlv^u; 7 * 



low or i4ega'tlve 



•is 

Items , Standard Deviations, and Case Counts 
For Factors of Trust Under High and Low Threat Conditions 



Hlffl THREAT: 



Item, 



Standard. Deviation 



, N 



Congjetence 



I High 
I Low 



50.048 
58.800 



12.994 
14.574 



84 

go 



itotlvatlon 



Positive 
Negative 



52.582 
55.929 



14.531 
14.228 



79 
85 



ess 



CJiosed 



52.047 
'56.|21 



12.789 
15.749 



86 
78 



LOW THithiAT; 

Gompetexiue 



High 
Low 

Ml, L i V a L 1 V 



56.904 



11.293 



5^ 

73 



Negativ© 



56,383 



12,350 



81 



open 
Closed 

/ ■ ■ 

Potential Harure 



52,&J5 id^jud 
54.407 ■ 12.752 



59 
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TABLE 3; 

, .'Jfeans, Standard '^4lat ions ^ and Case Coimts 
For Factors of Trust Unde^^ Nondistorted Low Threat Conditions 



Faotor Jfean Standard DeviaticDn - N 

CompetenGe \ • 

i 

High • 44.000 10.599 * 13 

Low m.727 12.236 22 

fADtivatlon ^ fi ^ * 

pQsitiire 50,950 12.841 20 

Negative 46.O&7 10.833 . ' 15 

Open 48. 000 12 . 5 36 22 

Closed 50.308 11.679 13 
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